• Supplemental Table 1 provides the "simple equation" robustness check, where we assess whether our results were sensitive to the inclusion of the relatively large number of control variables used in the estimations presented in the Primary Analysis section of the main article (see Table 5 ). As Supplemental Table 1 shows, the results are unaffected by the removal of control variables, with the partial exception of "Model 3" as discussed in a footnote in the Primary Analysis section of the main article.
• Supplemental Table 2 provides the "logit model" robustness check, where we assess whether our Primary Analysis results (again, see Table 5 ) were an artifact of the count-response negative-binomial estimator used. Here, we used a "cubic polynomial" of time since the last attack-event in the geographic unit of the relevant time-series to appropriately account for temporal dependence in the binary version of our DV data.
1 As Supplemental Table 2 shows, the results are unaffected by the change from negative binomial to logit estimator.
• Supplemental Table 3 : provides the "rare-events logit model" robustness check mentioned in a footnote in the Primary Analysis section of the main article, where we assess whether our logit replication results (see Supplemental Table 2 ) were sensitive to the King & Zeng correction.
2 As Supplemental Table 3 shows, they were not.
• Supplemental Table 4 : provides the full estimation results generating the substantive shifts in expected-violent attacks outlined in the Exploration of Individual Holidays section of the main article (see Table 7 ). 
